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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEN AND OBJECTIVES 
OF THE STUDY 
· Introduction 
In South Dakota, the divorce rate has increased every year during 
·the 1970's, climbing _from a rate of 2 .. 0 per 1,000 population in 1970 
to 3.4 per 1,000 population in 1976. Conm~nting on this, Judge John 
Wilds~ a presiding Circuit Court Judge in Minnehaha County, recently 
st~ted that he believed the increasing divorce rate in that county 
was due in part to the high level of labor force participation by 
·married women. M8rgie Trankle, a counseJor for Lutheran · Social Ser-
~ices, agreed with Wilds that working women may increase the divorce 
rate by decreasing their own dependence on their husbands (Hasner, 
1978) • . Both of these conclusions, however, ·.appear based ·on conjecture 
~nd not on the findings of rigorous res~arch. In fact, they even 
raise questions as to whether the association exists between labor 
force participation and divorce, and to what extent it is reciprocal. 
-Statement of the Problem and 
Importance of the Study 
Consequently, this study investigates th~ following: uwhat 
changes have occurred in the divorce rate in South Dakota counties 
from 1950-1960, .1960-1970, and 1950-1970, and what socio-demographic 
factors are associated with this change?" 
The research topic is important for two reasons. 
Firstly, socioeconomic and demographic factors will be analyzed 
as to their relationship w~th d~vorce. This study will also identify 
divorce patterns in South Dakota and examine what generalizations can 
.be made about divorce trends in South Dakota. Questions of inquiry 
will include: Where are the majority of divorces occurring in the 
state? Among what age groups do the majority of divorces occur? How 
·does income effect divorce? 
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Secondly, the findings of the research study will help agencies 
and policy makers who are concerned with planning for family adjust-
ment problems. Knowledge of the relationship between divorce rate and 
other variabJes will allow greater ·understanding in the divorce situ-
ation and, hence, will help subsequent program development in meeting 
the needs of the divorced and their families. 
Objectives of the Study 
The objectives of this study are to determine: 
1. The changes in the divorce patterns in South Dakota counties 
from 1950-1960, 1960-1970 and 1950-1970. 
2. How these changes varied by county according to selected 
socioeconomic and geographic factors. 
3. The extent to which selected factors help explain observed 
changes in the number of divorces from 1950-1960, 1960-1970 and 
1950-1970. 
I , 
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Organization of the Thesis 
This thesis is organized as follows: 
1. Chapter I contains the . introduction, statement . and importance 
of the problem, objectives of the ·study and organization of the thesis. 
2. Chapter II reviews selected pertinent literature. 
3. Chapter III contains the conceptual ori~ntation, theoretical 
framework and researc!"l hypotheses .. 
4. Chapter IV consist.s of methodology. 
5. Chapter V repoits the descriptive findings. 
6.. Chapter VI report~ the statistical findings derived from 
multiple regression analysis. 
7. Chapter VII presents sumrna:-ies, conclusions, implications, 
recommendations and suggestions for further study. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This review of the literatur~· reports pertinent research done in 
the area of divorce and the factors related to it. Inasmuch as the 
Census Bureau has .conducted the most relevant research concerning 
.divorce, the literature comes primarily from this source. The emphasis 
in this review was primarily on probable connections between changes 
in dissolution of marriage by divorce and concu~rent changes in social 
and economic variables that explain di\ ·')rce in the .United States. 
Demographic Variables 
A number of demographic variables have been associated with 
.divorce. This section discusses some of them. 
Age. Age at marriage is the most conunon variable associated 
-with divorce rates. The highest proportion of persons reporting 
divorce are for those married for the first time at a relatively young 
age . (Glick and Norton, 1971:309; "Cahen, 1932:124; Englund and Kun~, 
19·75:44). Glick and Norton found that teen-age marriages were twice 
as likely to end in divorce as marriages that occur in their · twenties 
{Norton and Glick, 1977: 15, 1971: 315; Weed, 197 4: 362). Many women who 
ntarry in their teens are also premaritally pregnant, a cond:tion 
directly correlated with incidence of divo~~e (BaunBn, 1967:679). 
Although the majority of literature supports the inverse relationship 
between age and divorce, evidence has been found to the contrary. 
Englund and Kunz, using 1970 vital statistics, data found that 
"• •• teen narriages do not necessarily have the high propen~ity to 
early divorce often assunled." The researchers found those in the age 
cohort 20-29 to have a higher divorce rate than those in the younger 
category. They also found that divorce · rates varied drastically by 
sta.te. They concluded that the numbers of persons in a specific age 
cohort in a state would help explain the divorce rates. A state with 
·a large young population (14-30), will probably not only have a high 
divorce rate in that category but also a high divorce rate in 
relation co another state with an older population (Englund a~d Kunz, 
1975:44). 
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Glick and Norton found much lower proportions "ever divor-ced" 
among persons who married at more mature ages. These proportions were 
about one-half to two-thirds as high as those for persons with early 
marriages (Glick and Norton, 1971:310; 1973:364). Women who marry 
a.fter age thirty, however, were found to be maritally instable but not 
as instable as early marriages. This was explained by the independence 
in lifestyles these women have developed by this time and an inability 
to make adjustments in their lifestyles (Glick and Norton, 1977:16). 
Age as a variable in explaining divorce rates usually operates 
in conjunction with another variable, such as education and income. 
Those who marry young have characteristics .which inc lude low income, 
low educat ion level, premarital pregnancy, and other factors which 
decrease chances for a successful narriage. Bumpass and Sweet (1970), 
in testing this assumed correlation, found that if ag·e is controlled, 
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there is no effect due to education , although a correlation does exist 
between a ge and education; namely, those who marry young generally · 
have l es s educationa l op~ortunities (Glick and Norton, 1976:9; Weed, 
1974:364). 
The r esearch evidence indicates that the overall divorce proba -
bilities does vary considerably by age at first marriage. The firidings 
suggest t hat the younger the age at first rr~rriage, the higher the 
divorce rate . 
Rac e . The proportion of the population who have divorced is con-
·siderably larger for blacks than for whites (G l i ck a nd Norton, 
·1971:309; Farley and Hermanlin, 1971":3). · Some r esearchers have 
explained t he racial differential in family s ta bility as a resGlt of 
~ifferential access to life chances, particularly the inability of 
black men to obtain sufficient renumerative empl oyment (Moynihan, 
1965:745- 770). Jacobson, on the other hand , refl ecting on the increase 
in divorce rate for blacks after 1941, concluded that nonwhites are 
more sens itive to the business cycl_e, and t ha t mo r e favorable econ-
->o{)ffiic condi tions enabled many blacks to divorce rather than separate 
.since World War II (Jacobson, 1959:102). 
Cutr ight (1971), explained increa s ed d i vorce rates for blacks by 
"cost of ra ce . " Cutright (U . s. Bureau of Census 196.8), fou nd that 
the lifet i me earnings of whites and nonwhites wi ll di ffer by $200,000, 
of which more tha n half is not re lated to di sadvantaged background, 
years of school i ng , or academic per f ormanc e of Negro men. He concluded 
that labor market discrimination helped expl a in why nonwhite marriages 
.are less stable than white n~rriages with the same earning levels, 
even though nonwhite income has significantly increased (Cutright, 
1971:301). 
Marital stability for whites and nonwhites tend to increase with 
increased edu~ation and income (Bernard, · 1966:424). Bernard has 
stated that there are some men in the nonwhite world of mari ta I sta-
.bility who belong in the white world and vice versa. When education 
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· and income are adjusted, nonwhite men show the same stability 'as white 
.men, such that highly educated nonwhite men show about as much marital 
stability as least schooled .white men (Bernard, 1966:423). 
The findings suggest that nonwhite marriages have a higher pro-
pensity to divorce than white marriages. When controlling for 
socioeconomic variables, "cost of race" as an explaining factor seems 
to be supported. 
Number of children. National health statistics indicate 'that 
di vorc.es are 'becoming more c ammon among fami 1 ies where more than one 
child is involved (Glick and Norton, 1973:304; Jacobson, 1959:730). 
Since the average duration of narriage at divorce is seven years, the 
probability that children will be involved is greater for marriages 
of longer than of shorter duration, as number of children increases 
with duration of marriage. For marriages of 7-22 years, over half 
the divorces involved children (Jacobson, 1959:129) . The najority of 
divorces involve children under age ten. Eveh though the divorce rate 
is greater for those childless, children are not seen as a deterrent to 
divorce, as more divorces pr~sently involve children than in the past. 
Residence rural urban. The recorded divorce rate is high~r in 
urban areas than rural. Data indicates that this differential is 
widening. The higher divorce rqte in urban areas in explained by 
numerous social variables: labor force participation, heterogeneity, 
8 
. and lower fertility. Jacobson has explained lo~er divorce rates in 
rural areas by the high fertility in rural areas. This supports the 
hypothesis that as family sizes increase (number of children), divorce 
rates decrease (Jacobsen, 1959:135). This is not inconsistent with 
prior conclusions. Rural couples have lower divorce rates than urban 
couples for numerous reason·s, one beinSJ increased fertility. · .Other 
factors may account for lower divorce ra.tes in rural areas besides 
higb fertiltty, such as religion; family bond, and rural value~. 
Labor force participation. Divorced women have the highest labor 
fore~ participation rate (73 _percent) of any group of women classified 
by marital status (Handbook on Women Workers, 1975:18). Those women 
i.n the labor·force who were widowed, divorced, or separated rose from 
2.9 million to 6.7 million between 1940 and 1974. Numerically, this 
increase is not quite as rapid as the increase for all women workers, 
but divorced women proportionately have had a greater increase (Hand-
book on Women Workers, 1975:17; u. s. Working Women: A Chartbook, 
1975:25). Of divorced women, on the average, three-fourths were work-
ing or looking for work in 1975 (U. s. Workin~ Women : A Databook, 
1977:15). One explaining factor n~y be that since the n~jority of 
women who divorce are less likely to t~ve children at home than those 
married, they can easily enter the labor market (Han_dbook on Women 
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Workers, 1975:18). Another factor may be income deficienty, discussed 
below. 
Mothers who do not have a husband present (widowed, divorced, 
separated ), are much more likely t6 be in the labor force than those 
·with husband . present. While the number ·of chi ldren undet eighteen 
dropped between 1970 and 1974, the ·number whose mothers were in the 
labor fo rce rose. As a result of the increase in divorce and separ-
ation among married couples with ch.ildren, most of the increase in the 
number of children with · working mothers took plac e among families 
headed by women (U • . s. Working Women: A Chartbook , 1975!27). Labor 
force participation for mothers without a husba nd present .was 62 per-
cent, rno:re than two-fifths greater than that of mothers with husband 
present (43 percent) (Handbook on Women Workers, 1975 :25). Mothers 
without husband and with children are more likely to work full-time 
versus part-time than o.ther mothers (Handbook of Women Workers, 
1975:32). The decrease in income brought about by the absence of a 
husband makes full-time employment a necessity f or these women. Al-
though la bor force participation is higher f or di vorced women, the 
presence of children, especially preschoolers, reduces the likelihood 
of labor force participation among these women as well as limiting 
' labor forc e participation among married women ( U. S. W?rking Women: A 
Chartbook, 1975:27). 
Soc i oeconontic variables. Glick and Norton analyzed the relation-
ship between level of education completed a nd divorce r a tes. They 
found an inverse relationship between divorce r ates and level of 
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. education completed; high divorce rates were correlated with low levels 
of education (Glick and Norton, 1976:9). Results of a study conducted 
by B1au and Duncan concluded that men who were married had a higher 
educational status than single divbrced men (Farley and Hermalin, 
1971:18). Bumpass and Sweet reported that among men and women the 
highest divoice rates were for those with incomplete high school edu-
cation (Glick and Nor~on, 1976:9). Glick and Norton found that men 
who graduated from high school and had no college training had a lower 
probability of divorce during the first five years of marriage than 
eit~er high school dropouts· or those with an incomplete college 
education (Glick and Norton, 1971:315). This phenomena is referred 
to as the "Glick Effect" when marital instability is greater for drop-
outs (Bauman, 1967:672). Research has found the "Glick Effect" to be 
present at all occupational and income levels (Bernard, 1966:427). 
School dropouts appear to have a lower probability of achieving marital 
stability than do completers, no matter at what level they drop out 
{Bernard, 1966:437). Bauman hypothesizes that greater marital insta-
bility for dropouts is specifically related to age at first marriage 
(Bauman, 1967:672). For females, differences in the percentages of 
unstable marriages are higher for high school dropouts and graduates 
than for men in the same situation. This suggests the possibility that 
differences in marital stability between dropouts and graduate5 may be 
different for males and females and varies according to the stage of 
education (Bauman, 1967:674). Females who marry early during the col-
lege years and graduate also have substantially higher rates of 
11 
. '--- . 
instability than college dropouts (Bauman, 1967:676). · This has been 
explained as due to the fact that many females go to college to find 
a husband. After they marry, women tend to drop out, but retain 
qualit ies conducive to marital stability (Bau.man, 1967:679). Central 
to Bauman's argument was the finding that the "Glick Effect" may not 
be present for marriages which occur wheri persons are enrolled in 
school (Bauman, 1967:678). Bauman's data confirmed the presence of a 
correlation between dropouts and age at first marriage. He concluded 
that level of education. completed was significantly influenced by age 
. at marria ~e (Bauman, 1967:674). 
Contrary to the assuri1ed marital sta·bility of educated individuals, 
mari ta 1 stability decreases for women who have completed over ·seventeen 
years of education. Glick and Norton concluded that "• •• those 
women, because of their educational backgrounds, have more career 
options available to them arid that career opportunities co0flict with 
a marriage" (Glick and Norton, 1977:9). This gives partial support to 
the conclusion that downward social mobility tends to increase the 
chances that a man will not marry, and if he does, that he will not 
stay married (Glick and Norton, 1976:18). The evidence suggests that 
having less education than either parent decreases the son's chances_ 
of marital stability, whereas having more . education than either parent 
tended to increase the son's chances of haying a stable marriage. The 
results indicate that upward mobility is associated with more marital 
stability, and downward mobility is associated with less marital 
stability (Glick and Norton, 1976:18). 
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Income 
Divorce occurs at all . socioeconomic le~els, yet the proportion of 
persons divorced is highe~t for the disadvantaged (Glick and Norton, 
1976:9; 1971:316) • • Marriage stability tends to increase with movement 
from the lowest to the middle, and then to the higher earning inter-
val (Cutright, 1971:293) ·. For men,. low income is correlated with high 
divorce rates. For ·women, the reverse is true, as high divorce rate 
'is correlated with high income (Glick and Norton, 1976:13). Generally, 
high income couples are more likely than low income couples to be high 
on feelings of mutual respect and affection due to the effect of higl· 
income in producing a strong mutual positive evaluation of the h~sband's 
role as breadwinner (Orden and Bradburn, 1969; Cutright, 197~:296). On 
the average, half of the women who head families are in the labor force 
·but proportionately more female than male family heads are below the 
·poverty level (U.s. Working Women: A Chartbook, 1975:31). This 
helps explain, not only income prior to divorce but a drop in income 
for those females involved in divorce. 
Cutright views income as the predominant factor in a causal chain 
leading to rnarital instability. The presumption is that income is de-
pendent on education and occupation and when ~xplaining income, the 
other two variables are involved. Cutright, however, views education 
and occupation to be indirect variables in~luencing divorce and that 
income is the direct factor influencing divorce (Cutright, 1971:292). 
In summary, low income tends to have a negative effect on marriage. 
Those marriage partners who are defined as low income generally have a 
13 
higher divorce rate. But as stated before, for many women, a divorce 
situation might put them in a low income category. 
Religion and Family Status 
L. Bumpass and J. Sweet also found marriage stabilityto vary 
because of religion and family status. This seems to support the 
theory that religious anq class homogamy .increases marital stability 
(Bumpass and Sweet, 1970:768). This perspective states_ that marital 
partners who are similar in b.ackground are more maritally stable. 
Numerous studies have been conducted on homogamy and heterogamy. 
Bowerman (1964) and Goode (1966) list general dissimilarity in family 
background as a factor influencing divorce rate. Blood and Wolfe (1960) 
reported lower levels of marital" satisfaction among Detroit couples with 
dissimi larities on age, religion, and education (Sweet and Bumpass, 
1970:760). Although there seems to be entpirical support for this gen-
eralizat ion, the impact of heterogamy on divorce rate is questionable. 
The moderniza'tion of society, however, might make contact between dis-
similar persons more likely, leading ultimately to divorce. 
Changing Norms 
Glick and Norton also explained the increasing divorce rate by the 
rapidly changing social environment. The impact of these changes are 
evidenced by increasing societal tolerance _of divorc e (e.g., . legis-
lation--no fault) and the participation by women in the women's move-
ment (Glick and Norton, 1977:5). Bumpass and Sweet view divorce for 
women as a process of adoption and resocialization in regard to the 
355142 
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roles of women. They wrote, "The broadening development among women 
of greater self-perception. has made divorce more socially acceptable ·." 
Again, Glick and Norton sa~d, "Women are now more economically self~ 
sustaining and in a position to exercise n1ore readily an option to 
.dissolve a ma;rriage that does ·not seem viable" (Glick and Norton, 
1976:11). Bogue added, "In many of the modernized na-tions, great 
emphasis .has come to be placed on companionship in marriage, and each 
·partner expects strong emotional support and affection · from each other. 
When this does n~t occur, the culture approves of the dissolution of 
the marriage because. it is 'sociologically sterile"' (Bogue, 1969:3~~, 
Cohe.n, 1932:126). · In conclusio_n, the authors view divorce as an at- · 
tempt at transformation of the institution of ·marriage with the· 
restructuring of roles for men and women. 
Summary 
Front .the results of previous research pertaining to divorce, a 
few _generalizatio.ns are indicated. Early age at marriage was found to 
be directly associated with ~ncrease in divorce. Those who marry young 
are more likely to divorce than those who marry in their twenties. The 
impact of race was supported by "cost of race." Findings concluded 
that nonwhites have a higher divorce rate than whites after el iminating 
other social variables from analyses. Number of children in a family 
seemed to influence divorce but was not seen as . a deterrent to divorce. 
Higher d.ivorce rates in urban areas was explained as a reflection of 
numerous social variables (Labor force participation by women, low 
fertility, etc.) that have previously been associated with divorce. 
The "Glick Ef f ect" was examined as an explaining factor in divorce, as 
dropouts ha d higher rates of divorce at a ll educational levels than 
graduates. Those with high levels of educa t i on tended not to divorce, 
although thi s was not found true for highly educated women. The 
relationshi p between income and divorce was al so inverse, as low in-
come is associated with high divorce rate. Specifically, men with 
low income have a hig~ divorce rate; wherea s, women with high income 
have a high divorce rate. This tends to give add ed support for the 
. assumptions that labor force participation by women is directly re-
lated to divorce rate. However, this does not help explain the drop 
in income for divorced women and whether the relationship is reciprocal 
between income and labor force participation . . social mobility was also 
found to e ffect divorce, as downward social mobi lity is associated with 
marital i ns tability. Selected homogamy and heterogamy were viewed as 
influences on marital stability, with homogamous marital partners 
being more mar i t ally stable than those he t erogeneous. Changing norms 
in society was given as a final explaining fa c t or of d ivorce. The 
authors reflected t ha t increasing societal tolerance of divorce through 
modernization has a ll owed women the opti on to divorce which was before 
. sanctioned. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Goldscheider states that the ~ociological inquiry is both theo-
retical and empirical. T_o explain phenomena, analysis should be 
directed at constructing an adequate scientific framework. "The 
scientific framework sterns from the interplay between theory, re-
search, explanation and observation, collection, measurement, organi-
zation, analysis, conceptualization of empirical evidence, a systematic 
explana tion of relationships between va.~:iables, and linking of hy-
potheses that have been confirmed by data into generalizations'' -
(GoldschPider, 197):21). In essence, the sociologist must intertwine 
the theoret ical framework with that of the observed phenomena. The 
system of analysis should be comprehensive and should include the 
fusion of different models where applicable. 
Ford and DeJong propose a social demographic system of analysis 
versus the demographic system of analysis for population study. They 
view social demography -as the relationships among the demographic 
system components and the components of vari ous social systems (Ford 
& DeJong, 1970: 7) • 
The model includes three analytical systems: (1) the demo-
graphic system, (2) the sociaf action system, and (3 ) the socia l 
aggregate system. These three systems are conceptually viewed as 
intertwin ing as systems interact and influence the entire population 
model. 
'The demographic system analyzes the numerical results of three 
basic processes: (1.) mortality, (2) fertility, and (3) migration. 
This system examines the 6omposition and distribution of the popu-
lation. Compositi6n of the population refers to variables such as 
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.age, sex, and . distribution to residence. This system does n·ot include 
any social dimensions. 
The social action system distinguishes itself from the other two 
systems by its inclusion of various forms of interpersonal interaction 
as a component (Ford & DeJong, 1970:9). Role behavior is specifically 
the major focus for this system of analysis . (Ford & DeJong, 1970:9). 
Institutional systems are included within · this perspective in ·that 
they meet human needs and guide hun~n behavior. The social action 
system of analysis involves the element of behavior expectations of 
specific individuals in the system (Ford & DeJong, 1970:10). 
The third system of analysis in this model is the social aggregate 
system. This system is defined by "elements possessing one or more 
conrnon social traits and does not include interpersonal interaction · 
as a process" (Ford & DeJong,' 1970:10). Where the social action 
system relates to specific persons in the population, the social ag-
gregate system relates only to cohorts, or to groups who share other 
COJTUTion characteristics in the population. In relation to the research 
problem under investigation, the researcher can only base the con-
clusions on the unit of analysis which is a cohort, aggregate, or 
group defined by some level of geography. For instance, t he researcher 
can only speculate about the relationship between divorce rate and 
married working women in specific counties. The scientist cannot 
· legitima t ely generalize to specific individuals when the unit of an-
alysis i s the aggregate. However, imp~ication of poss i ble relation-
ships be tween variables may be indi"cated by the r esearch. 
Bogue refers to this level of analysis as "ecological correla-
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tion." This method allows population facts for a n area (county} to be 
linked with economic, social, or other facts for the same region. Com-
parisons are made between areas and _how a specific area relates to the 
other areas as a whole region. Bogue is also in accord with Ford and 
DeJong tl~t research does not nec~ssarily refer to the behavior of in-
dividua l members of the population, but that ecologica l correlation 
does have statistical implications for the behavi or of individua ls 
(Bogue, 1969:53). · 
The conceptual framework labeled "demographic causal theory" pre-
sented by Stinchcombe seems to be pertinent to the study under inves-
tigation (Stinchcombe, 1968:60-62). This the?ry s t ates tha t ~ausal 
forces are proportional to the number of people possessing -a c~rtain 
attribute. This model attempts to explain populat ion change as a 
result of s ome causal force(s). In relation to t he change in ·divorce 
rate in South Dakota from 1950-1970, Table 1 wa s derived. 
The l eft-hand column of the table refers t o t he social demographic 
event(s) to be examined and explained. The demogr aphi c event _to be 
explained is incidence of divorce, a demographic even t thrqugh which 
persons are added to or subtracted fr om the population under study. 
Divorce is the dependent variable to be explained as it is influenced 
by the independent variables or causal f orces. ~ 
TABLE 1 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF DEMOGRAPHIC EXPLANATIONS 
To Expla.i n 
. Number of Divorces 
Kinds of People 
Number ·Must 
be Specified 
Total number of 
married females 
Proportionality 
Factors 
Age of females 
Educational at-
tainment' of 
females 
Residential dis~ 
tribution , of · 
females 
Female labor 
force partici-
pation 
Racial compo-:-
sition of 
-females 
Average family 
size 
Median family 
income 
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Employment oppor-
tunities available 
-to women. 
The middle column specifies those segments of the popula tion 
characteristic of the associated demographic event. In other words, 
••wha t segments of the population have the highest probability of 
experiencing a specified demographic event?'' In the study, those 
married are the population of risk as only those individuals can 
experience the demographic event of divorce. 
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The right-hand column assumes that "causal" for·ces ·related to 
social demographi c events are proportional to the specified persons 
participating in the event~ The independent variables include--age, 
education, income level, family size, residence, labor force partici-
pation, race, · and occupa tiona 1 opportunities . 
This model presumes that demographic analysis is strengthened 
when refined in specification of den1ographic categories of people. 
A tonceptual model has been proposed by Ford and DeJong, which 
· states the relationship between a specified set of elements. This 
mod.el emphasizes the structural traits and the composition and change 
processes of the demographic _system. This demographic system is pre-
sented in Table 2. 
This conceptual model represents the relationship betwee.n in-
dividual events and the transition to the larger demographic system. 
The left-hand column lists the element trait with the second column 
specify ing the process through which these traits are changed. For 
each individual in the demographic system, membership is dependent on 
specified events as birth, death, and migration. Age is an element 
of the aging process; sex and race are ascribed characteristics; 
residence is related to relocation and migtation; and nsrital status 
is a process of nuptiality, divorce and widowhood. 
The last two columns refer to the macro-level of analysis. Popu-
lation size is viewed as a function of gains through natality and in-
migration or losses through death and out-migration. Age composition 
is affected by the process of age recomposition of the entire 
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population relating specifically to the ·process of aging. Sex and 
race composition are due to fertility and mortality. The relocation 
of persons according to residence, changes the total residential dis-
tribution of the population. Marital distribution is the result of a 
.restructuring of the population due to nuptuality, divorce, or widow-
hood. 
Element Trait 
Membership 
Age 
Sex and race 
Residence 
Marital status 
·TABLE 2 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROCESS MODEL 
Traits and Pro-
cesses of an 
Element Process 
Birth, death, 
and migration 
Aging 
Internal 
migration 
Nuptuality 
divorce 
widowhood 
Demographic 
System 
T-rait 
Size 
Age compo-
sition 
Sex and race 
composi-
tion 
Res ident:l.a 1 
distribu-
tion 
Marital 
distribu-
tion 
System Process 
Growth, gains 
through natal-
ity and in-
nligration minus 
·loss through 
mortality and 
out-migration 
Recomposition 
by age 
Restructuring by 
race and sex 
Redistribution 
oy residence 
Restructuring 
by marital 
process 
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Theoretical Framework 
These two conceptual models complement each other in the ?nalysis 
· of demographic events. Th€1y provide the basic demographic tools for 
analysis and guide the generation _ o'f propositions and hypotheses that 
specify the association between a set of · independent factors and the 
variation in the number of divorces. 
In fact, the models suggest the following: 
1. Ecological .variation in the magnitude of occurrence for a 
~iven demographic event is the function of the magnitude of the popu-
lation eligible to participate in that event and the ~elative sus-
ceptibility of that population to participate in it. 
2. Divorce is a demographic event. 
3. Fenales who ~re narried are a population eligible to engage 
in divorce • 
.4. Age, educational attainment, in·come level, · residence, race, 
...average family size, labor force participation, and occupational op-
portunities are differential factors associated with the relative sus-
ceptibility of a population to participate in a given demographic event. 
5. Counties in South Dakota are ecological areas. 
6. Therefore, county variations in the age, educational attain- . 
· :nlent, income level, residence, labor force participation, race, average 
family size, and occupational opportunitie.s will help explain signifi-
cantly the change in the number ·of female divorces from 1950 to 1970. 
CHAPTER IV 
METHODOLOGY 
The research methodology used for this study is reviewed in this 
chapter. This $ection discusses the unit of anal~sis, method of col-
lecting data, procedure for analysis, and statistical technique. 
Unit of Analysis 
The ~nit of analysis for ·this study was the sixty-seven counties 
in South Dakota. Sample size equals the tqtal number of counties in 
the state. 
Method of Collecting Data 
Data were gathered from that published for South Dakota by the 
Bureau of the Census fo~ the years 1950, 1960, and 1970. 
Procedure for Analysis 
The data collected from the Bu.reau of the Census publications 
were coded and recorded on I~M punch cards following standard approved 
input procedures. 
The data were then computed to provide a descriptive analysis of 
changes in divorce rate for the state of South Dakota and its counties, 
and analyzed to determine the extent to which variations in selected 
socioeconomic and demographic factors contributed to the explanation 
of divorce patterns in South Dakota counties. 
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Descriptive Analysis 
Frequency and percentage listings of the data were printed indi-
eating response frequencies · for each itent, the proportion such fre-
quencies represented, and the mean for each item. The des~riptive 
study of the changes in divorce rate for South Dakota counties as 
reported in Chapter V is based on these printed tabulations. 
Dependent Variable 
The dependent varia~le was the absolute plus or minus change in 
the number of divorces from 1950 to 1960, 1960 to 1970 and 1950 to 1970 
for each county. For purposes of comparability and descriptive an-
alysis, the change in the nuntber of divorces in relation to the ·popu-
lation of risk was also rendered as a ratio using the · following 
formula: 
Number of Divorces 
Number of Married Females 
14 years and above 
Independent Variables 
The independent variables were: 
X 100 
1. Age; measured as the absolute plus or minus change in the 
median age from 1950 to 1960, 1960 to 1970, and 1950 to 1970 i n each 
county. 
2. Educational attainment; measured a~ the absolute plus oi 
minus change in the median educational level for fenEtles from 1950 to 
1960, 1960 to 1970, and 1950 to 1970 in each county. 
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3. Income; measured as the absolu.te plus or mi nus change in the 
median f amily income from 1950 to 1960, 1960 to 1970, and 1950 .to 1970 
in each county. 
4. Labor force participation; · measured as the plus or minus 
.change in the .number of women participating in the labor. force from 
1950 to 1960, 1960 to 1970, and 1950 to 1970 in each county. 
5. Employment opportunities; measured as the plus or minus change 
tn the number of opportunities available to women f rom 1950 to 1960, 
1960 to 1~70, and 1950 to 1970 in each county. 
6. Residence; measured as the absolute plus or minus change in 
the number of females in rural areas from 1950 to 1960, 1960 to 1970, 
and 1950 to 1970 in each county. 
7. ~; measured as the absolute plus or minus cha nge in the 
ratio of nonwhite to white females from 1950 to 1960 , 1960 to 1970; 
and 1950 to 1970 in each county. 
8. Average family size; measured as the absolu t e plus or minus 
change i.n the number per household from 1950 to 1960, 1960 to i970, 
and 1950 to 1970 in each county. 
Null Hypothesis 
The following null hypothesis was formulated . 
County variations in the median age, median educat ion, median 
income, residence, labor force participation, empl oyment opportunities, 
race, and · average family size will not help explain the changes in the 
number of divorces from 1950 to 1960, 1960 to 1970 , and 1950 to 1970. 
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Statistical Technique for Analysis 
Multiple regression is the most appropriate statistical test for 
the research problem. Multiple regression allows for an analysis of 
the relationship between a dependent variable and a set of independent 
. variables. It specifically allows analysis of the dependent vari-
able--divorce rate--and the independent variables, rnedian income, 
median age, labor force participation, race, residen.ce, median edu-
cation, average family size~ and occupation opportunities a~fect it.· 
·The main focus of the analysis · is evaluation and measurement of the 
ove~all dependence of a variable on a set of other variables. Mult:~le 
regression as a descriptive tool has two useful purposes specific to 
the proposed research problam. The first function is to contiol for 
other confronting factors in order to evaluate the contribution of a 
$pecific variable on a set of variables. It enables the researcher to 
· acco~nt for the variability of the dependent variable as it is associ-
ated with the · variability of the independent variables. The relative 
importance of each vari~ble is assessed as independent variables ar~ 
. a.dded or deleted from the analysis, providing a measurement of the 
impact each independent variable has in contributing to the explained 
variatiOn in the dependent variable when the level of significance is 
given (SPSS, . 1975:320-322). It allows the researcher to cont~ol for 
the effect of median family income on divorce rate in order to analyze 
the absolute effect of level of education on divorce rate independent 
of the other variable. It also permits analysis of structural 
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relations and provides explanations for complex relationships. Multi-
ple regression produces a causal linkage between dependent and inde-
pendent variables. 
The formula ·for the regression equation was: 
Level of· Sig~ificance 
.The specified level of significance was .05. 
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TABLE 3 
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DIVORCES, 1950 AND 1960, 
RANK-ORDERED BY COUNTY 
Number Number Number Percent 
Divorced Divorced Change · Change 
County 1950 1960 1950-1960 1950-1960 
Ziebach 1 6 5 5.00 
Douglas i 5 4 4.00 
Dewey 4 ~ 13 9 2.25 
·Walworth 4 9 5 1.25 
Faulk 1 2 1 1.00 
Bon Homme 2 3 1 .50 
Buffalo 2 3 1 .50 
Pennington 110 146 36 .33 
Brown 42 55 13 .31 
Yankton 16 21 5 .31 
Grant 7 9 2 .29 
Coding ton 19 .24 . 5 ~26 
Beadle 32 39 7 .22 
Lyman 5 6 1 .20 
Stanley 7 8 1 .14 
Hughes 23 25 2 .09 
Tripp 14 15 1 .07 
Lawrence 43 44 1 .02 
Sully 3 3 0 o.oo 
Jackson 2 2 0 o.oo 
McCook 2 2 0 o.oo 
Hutchinson 1 1 0 o.oo 
Aurora 0 0 0 o.oo 
Hamlin 0 1 1 o.oo 
Jones 0 0 0 o.oo 
Washabaugh 0 3 3 0.00 
Davidson 25 23 -2 -.08 
Meade 21 19 -2 -.10 
Minnehaha 201 173 -28 -.14 
Turner 6 5 -1 -.17 
Butte 22 18 -4 -.18 
Custer 14 11 -3 -421 
Carson 4 3 -1 -.25 
Hand 7 5 -2 -.29 
Deuel 3 2 -1 -.33 
Brule 10 6 -4 -.40 
Brookings 17 10 -7 -.41 
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TABLE 3- -Continued. 
Number Number Number Perc ent 
Divorced Divorced Change Change 
County 1950 1960 1950-1960 1950-1960 
Spink 12 7 ~5 -.42 
Fall River 37 21 -16 -.43 
Day 11 6 -5 -.45 
Moody 10 0 -5 -.50 
Roberts 12 6 -6 .-.50 
Gregory 14 7 -7 -.50 
McPherson 2 1 -1 -.50 
Bennett 2 1 . -1 -.50 
Lincoln 9 4 -5 -.56 
Potter 5 .2 -3 -.60 
Mellette 5 2 -3 -.60 
Cha;rles J~~iix 20 8 ~12 -.60 
Haakon 3 1 -2 -.67 
Kingsbury 6 2 -4 -.67 
Perkins 10 3 -7 - .• 70 
Lake 10 3 -7 -.70 
Miner 4 1 -3 -.75 
Sanborn 8 2 -6 -.75 
Clark 7 1 -6 -.86 
Clay 16 2 -14 -.88 
Union 14 1 -13 -.93 
Edmunds 5 0 -5 -1.00 
Hyde 5 0 -5 -1.00 
Marsha ll 5 b -5 -1.00 
Todd 5 0 - 5 -1.00 
Harding 4 0 - 4 -1.00 
Campbel l 3 0 -3 -1.00 
Jerauld 2 0 -2 -1.00 
Hanson 1 0 -1 -1.00 
Shannon 1 0 -1 -1.00 
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Table 4 reports the number of divorces in relation to the number 
of narried women residing in the county. This is a better indicator 
of significant changes as · it considers the population of risk. An 
analysis of data from 1950 and 1960 showed that twenty counties ex-
perienced a higher proportion of divorces in 1960·than in 1950. Per-
centage gains for . these increases ranged from .02 percent to 5.38 
percent. Map 1 graphically portrays these increases . categoriz-ed as 
either high gain, moderate gain, low gain, low decline, or high 
decline. High gain counties were those experiencing an increase of 
three percent or more. For 1950, two c1unties fell into this category, 
namely, Zieback (5.38 percent) and Dougla·s (4.53 percent). Six 
counties fell into the moderate gain category (.62 percent to 1~95 
percent) and twelve counties fell into the low gain category (.02 per-
cent to .39 percent). During this time period forty-three counties 
experienced a decrease in divorce. This decline ranged from -.04 
percent to -1.00 percent. Twenty-three count~es reported low decline 
ranging from -.04 percent to -.45 percent . Twenty counties reported 
a high decline ranging from ~.51 percent to -1.00 percent. 
Percent change in divorce rate as portrayed by Map l showed no 
uniformity in divorce patterns. 
Period 1960 to 1970 
South Dakota, for the state as a whole, reported an increase in 
divorce from 1960 to 1970. The number of divorces rose from 806 in 
1960 to 1,357 in 1970. The divorce rate increase fron1 1.2 percent to 
2 percent. 
TABLE 4 
CHANGE IN THE PROPORTION DIVORCED OF MARRIED FEMALES, 
FOURTEEN YEARS AND OLDER, 1950 AND 1960, 
RANK-ORDERED BY COUNTY 
_County 
High Gain 
Zi~}?ack 
Douglas 
Moderate Gain 
Dewey 
Faulk 
Walworth 
Buffalo 
Haakon 
Bon ·Homrne 
Low Gain 
Grant 
Yankton 
Brown 
Lyman 
Beadle 
·codington 
Tripp 
McCook 
Lawrence 
Davidson 
Hutchinson 
Sully 
No Change 
Aurora 
Hamlin 
Jones 
Washabaugh 
Low Decline 
Jackson 
Turner 
Custer 
Pennington 
Meade 
Percent 
Divorced · 
1950 
.19 
.08 
~40 
.09 
.21 
.63 
.41 
.08 
.29 
.40 
.54 
.50 
.60 
.42 
.66 
.10 
1.05 
.62 
.04 
.48 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.46 
·.20 
1.05 
1.28 
.90 
Percent 
Divorced 
1960 
1.22 
.42 
1.19 
.20 
• 47 
1.06 
.14 
.14 
.40 
.54 
.70 
.63 
.75 
.52 
.76 
.10 
1.10 
.60 
.04 
.49 
0 
.07 
0 
1.28 
.45 
.18 
.93 
1.08~ 
.73 
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Percent 
Change 
1950-1960 
5.38 
4.53 
1.95 
1.22 . 
1.20 
.68 
.67 
. • 62 ' 
.39 
.33 
.31 
.27 
.26 
.25 
.16 
.09 
.05 
.04 
.03 
.02 
o.oo 
o.oo 
o.oo 
c.oo 
-.04 
-.09 
-.12 
-.16 
-.18 
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TABLE 4--Continued. 
Percent Percent Percent 
Divorced Divorced Change 
County 1950 1960 1950-1960 
Low Decline, 
Continued 
Hand .42 .33 -.20 
Butte 1.11 .88 -.21 
Carson .33 .26 -.22 
Minnehaha ·· 1.16 .87 -.25 
Deu~l .07 .13 -.25 
Hugh~s 1.25 .87 -.30 
Stanley 1.46 ·.92 -.37 
Spink .44 .28 ~.37 
Day .39 .. .25 -.37 . 
Br.ule .70 .43 -.39 
McPherson .11 .07 -.40 
Fall River 1.53 .89 . -.42 • 
Gregory .70 .40 -.43 
Charles Mix . • 56 .32 -.43 
Roberts .37 .21 -.43 
Bennett .26 .15 -.43 
Moody .47 .26 -.45 
Brookings .41 .23 -.45 
High Decline 
Mellette . • 76 .37 . -.51 
Lincoln .29 .14 -.53 
Potter .45 .18 .60 
Kingsbury .25 . • 09 -.63 
Perkins .63 .22 -.6~ 
Lake .35 .11 -.69 
Miner .27 .08 -.71 
Sanborn .65 .18 - ·. 72 
Clark .35 .06 -.84 
Clay .64 .09 -.87 
Union .52 .04 -.92. 
Harding. .82 0 -1.00 
Hyde . • 76 0 . -1.00 
Todd .50 0 · -1.00 
Campbel l .32 0 -1.00 
Edmunds .30 0 -1.00 
Marshall .28 0 -1.00 
Jerauld .18 0 -1.00 
Hanson .09 0 -1.00 
Shannon .09 o~ -1.00 
1-lap 1. Changes in proportion of divorces for married females, 
fourteen years and older, 1950 . to 1960 • 
• Hi8h Gain o No Change 
3. 0 % and above 0. 00 
~//// Moderate Gain ~ Low Decline 
//// 99 50 . ~ 2. to • _ -.01 to -.49 
Low Gain ~ High Decline 
.49 to .01 ~ -.50 to -1.00 
• 
tv 
~ 
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Table 5 reports the total number of divorces and changes in 
number and percentage for · each county from 1960 to 1970. Thi~ repre~ 
sents the total number of divorces in a county regardless of the 
population size of the county. During this time period forty-three 
.counties experienced an increase in divo~ce. This increase ranged 
front .09 percent to 22.00 percent. Eleven counties reported a 
decrease ranging from -.05 percent to -1.00 percent.. Fifteen counties 
·experienced no change. 
Table 6 reports the· ratio of divorces to number of married 
females residing in a county. Foity-six counties experienced an in-
crease in divorce, ranging from .10 perc~nt to 22.28 percent. Map 2 
graphically represents this increas~. Five counties fell into the 
high gain category, experiencing more than a three percent increase 
in divorces. Figures ranged from 3.59 percent to 22.28 percent. 
Twenty-eight counties experienced rnodera"te change (. ·51 percent to 2. 84 
percent) and twelve counties ·experienced low .9ains (.10 percent to 
.46 percent). During this time period nine counties reported a de-
cline in divorce. This decline in divorce ranged front -.04 percent to 
-1.00 percent. Decline in divorce was divided into two categories, 
low decline and high decline. Six counties had low decline ranging 
from -.04 percent to -.43 percent. Three counties had high decline 
ranging from -.55 percent to -1.00 percent~ Twelve counties exper-
ienced no change in divorce. 
Map 2 did not reflect a divorce pattern emerging in South Dakota. 
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TABLE 5 
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DIVORCES, 1960 AND 1970' . 
RANK-ORDERED BY COUNTY 
Number Nuinber Number Percent 
Divorced Divorced C.hange Change 
County 1960 1970 1960-.1970 1960-1970 
· Union 1 23 22 22.00 
Clay .2 26 24 12.00 
Haakon 1 6 5 5.00 
Kingsbury 2 11 9 4.50 
Buffalo 3 16 13 4.33 
Clark 1 4 3 3.00 
McPherson ·1 . 4 3 3.00 
· Lake 3 11 8 ·2.67 
Lin9oln. 4 13 9 2.25 
Hamlin 1" 3 2 2.00 
Brookings 10 24 14 1.40 
Lyman 6 1~ 7 1.17 
Meade 19 38 19 1.00 
Sully 3 6 3 1.00 
Jackson 2 4 2 1.00 
Mellette . ·2 · .4 2 1.00 
Potter 2 4 2 1.00 
Hutchinson 1 2 1 1.00 . 
Miner · 1 2 1 1.00 
Yankton 21 40 19 -.90 
Hughes 25. 47 22 .88 
Gregory 7 13 6 .86 
Roberts 6 11 5 .83 
· Pennington 146 266 120 .82 
Charles Mix 8 14 6 .75 
· Codington 24 40 16 .67 
Bon Honune 3 5 2 .67 
Moody 5 8 3 .60 
Minnehaha 173 262 89 .51 
Brule 6 9 3 .50 
Walworth 9 13 4 .44 
Spink 7 10 3 .43 
Tripp 15 21 6 .40 
Butte 18 25 7 .39 
Day 6 8 2 .33 
Lawrence · 44 56 12 .27 
Dewey 13 16 3 .23 
Turner 5 6 1 .20 
Brown 55 63 8 .15 
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TABLE 5--Continued. 
Number Number Number Percent 
Divorced Divorced Change Change 
County 1960 1970 1960-1970 1960-1970 
Stanrey 8 9 1 .13 
Custer 11 12 1 .09 
- Grant 9 9 0 o.oo 
Perkins 3 3 0 0.00 
Deuel .2 2 0 0.00 
Sanborn 2 2 0 o.oo 
Aurora 0. 1 1 0.00 
Campbell 0 0 _ 0 o.oo 
Edmunds 0 5 5 o.oo 
Hanson 0 2 2 0.00 
Harding 0 4 4 -0.00 
- Hyd~ 0 4 4 o.oo 
Jerauld 0 0 0 0.00 
·Jones 0 4 4 0.00 
Marshall 0 4 -4 .0.00 
Shannon 0 0 0 o.oo 
Todd 0 60 60 o.oo 
Fall River 21 20 -1 .;...05 
Beadle 39 36 -3 -.08 
Ziebach 6 . 5 --1 -.17 
Hand 5 4 -1 -.20 
Davidson - 23 -18 _ - -5 -.22 
Carson 3 2 -1 -.33 
McCook 2 1 -1 ~.50 
Faulk 2 1 -1 -.50 
Douglas 5 2 - -3 -.60 
Bennett 1 0 -1 -1.00 
,Washabaugh 3 0 -3 -1.00 
TABLE 6 
CHANGE IN THE PROPORTION DIVORCED OF MARRIED FEMALES, 
FOURTEEN YEARS AND OLDER, 1960 AND 1970, 
RANK~ORDERED BY COUNTY 
County 
High Gain 
Union 
Clay 
Haakon 
Kingsbury 
Clark 
Bu.ffalo 
Mc:Phe.rson 
Moderate Gain 
Lake 
Hamlin 
Lincoln 
Jackson 
· Miner 
Brookings 
Sully 
Lyman 
Mellette 
Potter 
Hutchinson 
Roberts 
Hughes 
Charles Mix 
Gregory 
Bon Homme 
Stanley 
Moody 
Yankton 
Pennington 
Coding ton 
Brule 
Day 
Spink 
Butte 
Meade 
Walworth 
.Percent 
Divorced . 
.1960 
.04 
.09 
.14 
.• 09 
~06 
1.06 
.07 
.11 
.07 
.14 
.45 
.08 
.23 
.49 
. • 63 
.37 
.18 
.04 
.21 
.87 
.32 
.40 
.14 
.92 
.26 
.54 
1.08 
.52 
.43 
.25 
.28 
.88 
.73 
.47 
Percent 
Divorced 
1970 
.96 
1.01 
.94 
.59 
.29 
5.23 
.31 
.42 
.25 
.46 
1.08 
.19 
.52 
1.11 
1.41 
• .82 
.40 
.08 
.43 
1.79 
.64 
.so 
.26 
1.67 
.47 
.96 
1.88 
.90 
.68 
.39 
.44 
1.35 
1.13 
• 71 
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Percent 
Change 
1960-1970 
22.28 
10.77 
5.-91 
5.44 
.4.02 
3.95 
3.59 
2.84 
2.70 
2.36 
r.41 
1.34 
1.31 
1.29 
1.24 
1.23 
1.21 
1.12 
1 •. 05 
1.04 
1.02 
.98 
.87 
.81 
.81 
.78 
.75 
.73 
.59 
.59 
.58 
.54 
.54 
.51 
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TABLE 6--Continued. 
P~rcent Percent Pe·rcent 
Divorced Divorced Change 
County 1960 1970 1960-1970 
Low Gain 
Tripp . • 76 1.11 .46 
Minnehaha .87 1.21 .40 
Fall River .• 89 1.23 .39 
Turner .18 . .24 .34 
Dewey 1.19 1.57 . • 32 
Lawrence 1.10 1.43 .30 
Sanborn .18 . • 22 .23 
Perkins · . • 22 .27 .21 
Deuel ·13 .15 . • 14 
Custer .93 . 1.02 .10 
Brown .70 .?7 .10 
Grant .40 .44 .10 
No Change 
Ziebach 1.22 1.22 o.oo "" 
Aurora 0 .11 .0.00 
Campbell 0 0 o.oo' . · 
Edmunds 0 .38 o •. oo< 
Hanson 0 .23 o.oo 
Harding 0 .97 o.oo 
Hyde 0 .70 o.oo 
Jerauld 0 . o 0.00 .. 
Jones 0 .89 0.00 
Marshal l 0 .28 0.00 
Shannon 0 0 o.oo 
Todd 0 .5.21 o.oo 
Low Decline 
Beadle .75 .?2 -.04 
Hand .33 .30 -.11 
Davidson .60 .46 -.23 
Corson .26 .20 -.24 
Faulk .20 .11 ·-.43 
McCook .10 .06 · ~-43 
High Decline 
Douglas .42 .19 -.55 
Bennett .15 0 -1.00 
Washabaug h 1.28 0 -1.00 
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Period 1950 to 1970 
During this twenty-year period, South Dakota as a whole reported 
a large increase in divorce. In 1950 there were 924 divorces compared 
with 1,357 in 1970. Since the nu~1ber of divorces decreased from 1950 
. to 1960, the najority of the increase o6curred in the more recent 
. decade. From 1950 to 1970 the number of divorces incr~ased 457. When 
the decline in divorce for 1950-1960 is adjusted for, the total in-
crease for 1960 to 1970 is 551. This shows a fluxuating divorce 
pattern occurring in changes. 
Table 7 reports the total number of divorces and the changes ir. 
the number and percent for counties from 1950 to 1970. These figures 
.represent the number of divorces regardless of size of population of 
county or the population of married females. Thirty-three counties 
reported an increase in divorce. This increase ranged fron1 .10 per-
cent to 11.00 percent. Twenty-six counties experienced a decline in 
· divorce, ranging from -.07 percent to -1.00 percent. Eight counties 
€Xperienced no change. 
Table 8 reports the ratio of divorces to number of married females 
Tesiding in the county. For this period forty-two counties reported an 
increase in divorce. This increase ranged fron1 .0~ percent to 9.35 per-
c~nt. Tabl~ 8 categorized this increase in the ratio between divorce 
and number of married females in the county. Three counties reported 
a high gain in divorce ranging from 5.41 percent to 9.35 percent. 
Nineteen counties reported a moderate gain ranging from .53 percent to 
l 
. I . f 
I 
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TABLE 7 
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN DIVORCES, 1950 AND 1970~ 
RANK-ORDERED BY COUNTY 
Number Number Number Percent 
Divorces Divorces Change Change 
County 1950 1970 1950-1970 1950-1970 
Todd 5 60 55 11.00 
Buffalo 2 16 14 7.00 
Ziebach 1 5 4 4.00 
Dewey 4 16 12 3.00 
Walworth 4 13 9 2.25 
· Lyman. 5 13 8 1.60 
. Bon Horrm1e 2 5 3 1.50 ! Yankton 16 40 . 24 .1.50 I 
Penn ingtc .1 110 266 . 156 
. ! 
1.42 I Coding ton 19 40 21 1.11 
Hughes 23 47 24 1.04 I I 
Haakon 3 6 3 J.OO 
Sully . 3 6 3 1.00 
Jackson . 2 4 2 1.00 
McPherson 2 4 2 1.00 
Douglas 1 2 1 1.00 
Hanson 1 2 1 1.00 
Hutchinson 1 2 1 1.00 
Kingsbury 6 11 5 .83 
Meade· .21 38 17 .81 
Union . · 14 . 23 9 ·.64 
Clay 16 26 10 .63 
Tripp 14 21 7 .50 
Brown . 42 63 21 .50 
Lincoln 9 13 4 .44 
Brookings 17 24 7 .41 
Minnehaha "201 62 61 .30 
Lawrence 43 56 13 .30 
Grant 7 9 2 .29 
Stanley 7 9 2 .. 29 
Beadle 32 ·36 4 .22 
Butte 22 25 3 .14 
Lake 10 11 1 .10 
Turner 6 6 0 0 
Edmunds 5" 5 0 0 
Harding 4 4 0 0 
Faulk 1 1 0 0 
Aurora 0 1 1 0 
Hamlin 0 3 3 0 
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TABLE ?--continued. 
Number Number Number Percent 
Divorces Divorces Cha nge Change 
County 1950 1970 • 1950-1970 1950-1970 
Jones 0 0 0 0 
·washabaugh 0 · O 0 0 
Gregory 14 3 -1 -.07 
Roberts 12 11 -1 -.08 
Brule 10 -9 -1 -:.10 
Custer 14 12 -2 -.14 
Hyde 5 4 -1 -.20 
Moody 10 8 -2 -.20 
M:irshal l · 5 4 - 2 . . -.20 
Mellette 5 4 -2 -.20 
Pott~r 5 4· -2 -.20 
. Day 11 8 -3 -.27 
Davids·on 25 18 -7 . .. .. -.28 
Charles "Mix 20 . 14 . -6 -.30 
Deuel "3 2 -1 -.33 
Clark 7 4 -3 -.43 
Hand "7 4 ·-3 . -.43 
Faulk 37 20 .- 1'1 ·-.46 
Carson · 4 " 2 -2 -.50 
Miner 4 2 - 2" -.50 
McCook .2 1 -1 -.50 
Perkins . 10. 3 -7 -~70 
Spink 12 10 -2 -.70 
Sanborn 8 2 -6 -.75 
Bennett 2 0 --2 -1.00 
Carnpbe11 3 0 -3 -1.00 
.Jerauld 2 ,' 0 -2 ~1.00 
Shannon 1 0 -1 -1.00 
TABLE 8 
CHANGE IN THE PROPORTION DIVORCED OF MARRIED FEMALES, 
FOURTEEN YEARS AND OLDER, 1950 AND 1970, 
RANK~ORDERED BY COUNTY 
Percent Percent Percent 
Divorced Divorced Change 
County 1950 1970 1950-1970 
High Gain 
Todd .50 5.21 9.35 
Buffalo .63 5.23 7.31 
Ziebach .19 . 1.22 . 5.41 
Moderate Gain 
Dewey ·.40 . 1.57 2.90 
Walworth .21 .71 2.3.3 . 
Bon Homme .08 • 26 2.03 
Lyman .50 l.Al 1.84 
McPherson .11 .31 . 1.-76 
Hanson .09 .23 1.59 
Douglas .08 .19 1.48 
Kingsbury .25 .59 1.38 
Yankton .40 .96 1.37 
Sully .48 1.11 1.33 
Jackson .46 1.08 . 1.32 
Haakon .41 .94 1.28 
Hutchinson .04 .08 1.18 
Codington .42 .90 1.16 
Union .52 •96 .85 
Tripp .66 1.11 .68 
Lincoln .29 .46 .59 
Clay .64 1.01 .57 
Grant .29 .44 .53 
Low Gain 
Pennington 1.28 1.88 .47 
Brown .54 .77 .44 
Hughes 1.25 1.79 .43 
Lawrence 1.05 1.43 .37 
Edmunds .30 .38 .28 
Brookings .41 .52 .27 
Meade .90 1.13 .26 
Faulk .09 .11 .26 
Turner .20 .24 -22 
Butte 1.11 1.35 .21 
Beadle .60 • 72 .21 
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TABLE 8--Continued. 
Percent Percent Percent 
Divorced Divorced Change 
County 1950 1970 1950-1970 
Low Gain, 
Continued 
Harding .82 .97 .19 
Lake .35 .42 .19 
Roberts ' .37 .43 .16 
Stanley 1.46 1.67 . • 14 
Charles Mix .56 .E4 .14 
Gregory • 70 . .so .13 
Mellette .76 .82 .08 
Minnehaha 1.16 1.21 .05 
Day .39 .39 .• 01 
No Change 
Moody .47 .47 o.oo . 
Spink .44 .44 0 ... 00 
Marshall .28 .28 o.oo 
. Aurora 0 .11 o.oo 
Hamlin 0 .25 o.oo 
Jones 0 .89 0.00 
Washabaugh 0 0 0.00 
Low Decline 
Custer 1.05 1.02 -.03 
Brule .70 .68 -.03 
Hyde .76 .70 -.08 
Potter .45 .40 -.13 
Deuel .17 . .15 -.14 
Clark .35 .29 -.17 
Fall River 1.53 1.23 -.20 
Davidson .62 .46 -.26 
Hand .42 .30 -.29 
Miner .27 .19 -.31 
McCook .10 ~06 -.38 
Carson .33 .20 -.41 
High Decline 
Perkins .63 .27 - ·.58 
Sanborn .65 .22 -.65 
Campbell .32 0 -1.00 
Bennett .26 0 -1.00 
Jerauld .18 0 -1.00 
Shannon .09 0 " -1.00 
tv'la p 3. Changes in 
fourteen 
proportion of divorces for married females, 
years and older, 1950 to 1970. 
B High Gain 
im 3.00% and above D No Change 0.00 
,,.._:,:- M d • ,,,,. o erate Ga1n 
'""": 2.99 to .50 
~Low Gain 
~ .49 to .01 
:rc;= Low Dec 1 ine 
:r::;= -.01 to -.49 
~ High Decline 
~ -.50 to -1.00 ~ (j\ 
2.90 percent. Twenty counties reported a l ow gain ranging frorr1 .01 
perc ent to .47 percent. 
Eighteen counties reported a decline i n divorce. As Map 3 por-
trays, twelve counties had a low decline rang ing from -.03 percent 
to -. 41 percent. Six counties reported a hi gh decline ranging from 
-.58 percent to -1.00 percent. 
Seven counties reported no change in divorce for this time 
period. 
Ma p 3 did not reflect any divorce patterns occurring for 
cou~ties in South Dakota. 
47 
CHAPTER VI 
STATISTICAL FINDINGS 
This chapter reports the statistical fi ndings related to Ob-
jectives Two and Three of the study. It · reports findings regarding 
the extent to which observed variations in selected demographic and 
socioeconomic factois for the decades 1956-1960, 1960-1970, and 
1950-1970 explain observed variations in divorce in each county in 
South Da kota for the respective periods. Furthermore, it reports 
findings relative to testing the demog~3phi c causal model specific 
to this research problem. 
Statis t ical Test 
Stepwise least squares multiple regression analysis was used for 
the pur pose of testing the association between the independent vari-
ables in Selection I, II, and III. Selection I regressed the changes 
occurr i ng in t he independent variables from !'950-1960 with the 
changes in y from 1950-1960. Selection II regres sed the changes 
occurring in the independent variables from 1960-1970 with changes in 
Y from 1960- 1970. Selection III regressed changes occurring in the 
independent variabl es from 1950- 1970 with changes in Y from 1950-1970. 
This technique present ed a rank-order i ng of the independent variables 
as they were associated wit h the dependent variable f or each selection. 
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Selection I 
Dependent Variable 
The dependent variable designated for Selection I was the change 
in d ivorce for South Dakota, as me~sured by t he plus or minus change 
in t he number of divorces for each county f rom 1950-1960. 
Inde pendent Variabl~s 
The independent variables were operational ized as follows: 
1. x1 , Age; as measured by the absolu te plus or minus change 
in t he median age for a given - county~ 
2 . x2 , Education; as measured by the absolute plus or minus 
cha nge in the median level of education for a given county~ 
:3. x3 , Income; ·as measured by the absolute plus or minus change 
in t he median family income for a given count y . 
4. x4 , Labor _force participation; as measured by the absolute 
-plus or minus change in the number of women partic i pating in the 
labor force for a given county. 
-5. x
5
, Employment opportunities; as measured by the absolute 
plus or minus change in the number of employment opportunities avai l -
able to women in a given county. 
6. x
6
, Residence; as measured by the absolute plus or minus 
change in the number of rural females in a given county. 
7. x
7
, Average family size; a s rnea s~red by t he absolute plus or 
minus change in the population per hous ehol d i n a given cqunty. 
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8. Xs, Race; as measured by t he absolute plus or minus change 
in the number of nonwhite females in a given county. 
Null Hypothesis 
The following null hypothesis was f ormulated: 
The set of independent variables, x1-x8 , will not contribute 
sign ificantly to the explanation of the cha ng es in the number of 
divorces in each county from 1950-1960. 
Sta tistical Findings 
Ta b~e 9 reports the statistical ·findings relative to Selection I. 
TABLE 9 
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AS ENTERED 
INTO THE EQUATION, SELECTION I 
Cumulati ve Regression 
Sum of Proportion Proportion Coefficient 
Squares of of for 
Independent Accounted Variation Var i a t ion Si gnif icant 
Varia bles For Explained Explained Var iabl es 
x6 304.53121 . 0.08155 0.08155 0.228471D-02 
Xg 429.32711 0.03342 0.11496 0.9207305D-02 
.X4 677.67922 0 . 06650 0. 18147 0.9394395D-02 
y 
Intercept 
0.3498575 
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Variables x4 , X6, and x8 were found to contribute significantly 
to the explanation of the observed variation in divorce for e?ch 
county from 1950-1960. Stated descriptively, South Dakota counties 
experiencing an increase in divorce from 1950-1960 were characterized 
by the following: 
1. Increasing numbers of rural females in the county. 
2. Increasing numbers of nonwhite females residing in the 
county. 
3. Increasing numbers of women participating in the labor force 
in the county. 
Selection II 
Dependent Variable 
The dependent variable designated for Selection II was the 
changes in the number of divorces in South Dakota, as measured by the 
absolute plus or minus change in the number of divorces in each 
county from 1960-1970. 
Independent Variables 
The designated variables were the same as for Selection I, with 
the exception that the measurement years for calculating changes were 
for the decade 1960-1970. 
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Null Hypothesis 
The following null hypothesis was formulated: 
The set of independent variables, x1-x8 , will not contribute 
signi ficantly to the explanation of the chanqes in the number of 
divorces in each county from 1960-1970. 
Statistical Findings 
Table 10 reports the statistical findings pertinent to Selection 
II. 
TABLE 10 
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AS ENTERED 
INTO THE EQUATION, SELECTION II 
Cumulative Regression 
Sum of Proportion Proportion Coefficient 
Squares of of for 
Accounted Variation Variation Significant .y Independent 
Var iables For Explained Explained Variables Intercept 
X4 14740.99522 0.58432 0.58432 0.5992396D-02 
X8 16804.83635 0.08181 . 0.66613 O.l786179D-01 
x5 17399.85310 0.02359 0.68971 -0.9884766D-02 -3.531057 
Variables x4 , X9, and X5 were found to con~ibute significantly 
to the explanation of the observed variation in divorce for each 
county from 1960-1970·. Stated descriptively, South Dakot a counties 
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exper iencing an increase in divorce front 1960-1970 were characterized 
by the following: 
1 . Increasing numbers of women participating in the labor force 
in the county. 
2. Increasing numbers of nonwhit e ·women residing in the county. 
3. Declining numbers of employment opportunities available to 
women in the county. 
Selection III 
Dependent Variable 
The dependent variable designated for Selection III was the 
change in divorce for South Dakota'· as measured by the absolute plus 
or minus change in the number of divorces for counties from 1950-1970. 
Independent Variables 
The designated variables were t he same as for Selection I and 
II, with the exception that the measurement years for calculating 
changes was for the decades 1950- 1970. 
Null Hypothesis 
The following null hypothesis was formulated: 
The set of independent variabl es, Xl-Xs , will not contr ibute 
signif icantly to the explanati on of t he changes in the· number of 
divorc es in each county fr om 1950- 1970 . 
Statistical Findings 
Table 11 reports the statistical findings relative to Selection 
III. 
TABLE 11 
SUMS OF SQUARES AND PROPORTION OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR 
BY THE SIGNIFICANT INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AS ENTERED 
INTO THE EQUATION, SELECTION III 
Cumulative Regression 
Sum of Proportion Proportion Coeffic~ent 
Squares of of for 
Independent Accounted Variation Variation Significant y 
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Variables For Explained Explained Variables Intercept 
Xs 16846.95215 0.52380 0.52380 . 0. 3511425D-02 
x8 24160.05790 0.22738 0.75118 0.3264306D-Ol 
x6 25048.41507 0.2762 0.77880 O.ll62639D-Ol -2.205594 
Variables X5, X9, and X6 were found to contribute significantly 
to the explanation of the observed variation in divorce for e~ch 
county from 1950-1970. Stated descriptively, South Dakota counties 
experiencing an increase in divorce front 1950-1970 were characterized 
by the following: 
1. Increasing numbers of employment opportunit i es available to 
women in the county. 
2. Increasing numbers of nonwhite females resiging in the 
county. 
3. Increasing numbers of rural females in the county. 
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CHAPTER VII 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to present: 
1. The surr~ary of the research problerr1, objectives and design. 
2. A sunmary o(maj6r findings and conclusions as related to 
the three oltijectives of the study. 
3. A statement of conc1usions and implications derived from 
the research findings. 
4. A statement of limitations to the study and recorrm~ndations 
for further research. 
Sunm1ary of the Research Problem, 
pbjectives and Design 
Due to the increased interest nationally in increasing divorce 
rates and the impact on family living, the present research problem 
examined the impact of changes for South Dakota counties. Persons 
dealing professionally with divorced persons in South Dakota have 
made statements about divorce and the factors which have been p:re-
sumed to be associated with divorce. These statements have been 
based more on conjecture than on actual research on divorce in South 
Dakota. 
Consequently, the objectives of this study were to determine: 
1. The changes in the number of divorces in South Dakota 
counties from 1950-1960, 1960-1970, ·and 1950-1970. 
2. How these changes varied.· by county according to selected 
socioeconomic and geographic fa .ctors. 
3. What extent selected factors help explain observed changes 
in the number of divorces from 1950-1960, 1960-1970, and 1950-1970. 
· Chapter III contained a review of literature related to the 
problem under study. Major generalizations from this review indi-
cated the following: 
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.1. Age at marriage was found ·to have an -inverse relationship to 
divorce. Those who marry young ha~e a high propensity to div6rce. 
2. Nonwhite individuals have a higher propensity to divorce than 
white individuals. "Cost of Race" as an explaining factor seemed to 
be supported. 
3. Children were not seen as a deterrent to divorce as presently 
more divorces involve children than in the past. 
4. Urban areas have a higher divorce rate than rural areas. 
This differential in areas was explained by labor force participation, 
heterogeneity, and lower fertility. 
5. Labor force participation had a direct relationship to 
dl. vorce as wonten in the labor force were _more 1 ike y · to divorce. . ' 
Conclusions were indecisive as to what variable preceded the other. 
6. Level of education has an inverse relationship to divorce; 
as l ow educational levels were associated with high divorce rptes. 
The "Glick Effect" was also substantiated for -dropouts. 
7. Low income tends to have ·a nega t i ve effect on marriage for 
men. Women receiving high income are more likely to divorce, indi-
ca ting a direct relationship between high income for women and high 
divorce rates for women. 
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8. Upward social mobility was. ass ociated with more marital 
stability. Downward social mobility .was a ssociated with less marital 
s tability. 
9. Homogamy in marriage increased marital stability. 
10. Changing norms was also stated as decreasing social stigma 
against divorce, thus encouraging norms conduc ive for divorce. 
Chapter III contained the theoretica l orientation and conceptual 
framework, suggesting that changes in the number of divorces can be 
explained by causal forces which are proport~onate to the number of 
people possessing a specific attribute . The theor etical and con-
ceptual n1odel generated a hypothesis with eight independent variables: 
med ian age, median education, median family i nc ome, residence--rural-
urban, labor force participation, employment opportunities, race, and 
population per household . The hypothes i s der i ved from the theoretical 
framework attempted to predict the variat i~ns in di orce with vari-
ations in the independent varia bles. 
. .;; ,.. 
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Census data was utilized in obtaining information . on the inde-
pendent variables. Vital statistics were used for collecting. data on 
divorce. As census data is computed on the county level, th~ county 
was the unit of analysis. All courities were included in the 
·. ana 1 ysis. 
Chapter V reports the descriptive findings for the research 
.probl em. Frequencies _and percents were given for each county and 
changes in the number of divorces for each county from 1950-1960, 
1960-1970, and 1950-1970. 
A stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to fulfill 
Objective Three · of the study. This attempted to account for vari-
ations in the factor~ that would h~lp to explain the observed vari-
ations in the number . of divorces. 
Conclusions and Implications 
Based on the findings the following conclusions are made: 
1. Although the number of divorces for the State of South Dakota 
as a whole decreased from 1950-1960, the general trerd for the twenty-
year _ period is increased number of divorces. By implication, it is 
expected that the State will continue to experience increases in the 
number and proportion of women divorced, especially as the la st of the 
baby-boom women enter the n~rried cbhorts. These incr~ases will gen-
erate need for additional human services, especially to single~parent 
families. 
2. The number of divorces for individual countie~ varied with 
no uniformity based geographical patterns. This suggests that 
counties which are political bound~ries do 'not serve to explain 
differences in divorce patt~rns. 
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3. Increases in the number of nonwhite females, . rural females, 
females participating in the labor force, and employment opport~nities 
available to wornen 'ge.~erall y will produce increases in the number of 
divorces in a rural. area like South Dakota. This should be tr~e, ex-
cept that the number o_f' job opportunities for women may decline as 
· more women enter the work force a.nd fill those positions, as was true 
for the 1960~1970 decade in South Dakota. )Labor force participati9n 
and employment opportunities intersect as their relationship is one of 
supply and demand. An increase in one variable creates a correspond-
ing decrease in the other. The more women in the work force, the .Jewer 
the ~umber of available employment p~sitions. 
4. The Proportionality Model proposed by Stincombe. is appl i--
cable to a rural area like South Dakota as ·related to the recent past. 
Increases in significant variables were accompanied by increases in 
the dependent variable. However, the findings related to changes in 
the number of rural females and the presumed direct relationship to 
divorce did ·not fulfill in all selections theoretical expectations. 
The literature review generally stated that increasing numbers of 
divorces would be correlated with decreasing numbers of rural females. 
This did not occur in Selection I and III. :This may be the conse-
quence of higher educational attainment among rural women and 
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increasing job opportunity, thereby permitting them to sever marriage 
bonds without major financial sacrafices. 
Lind tat ions and Recommendations · 
Limitations of the Study 
Thi~ study had the following limitations: 
1. Secondary Data--:-Census data was .used which presents the problem 
of data from a secondary source. Since the researcher is using data 
previously collected, there are few controls over what and how 
questions are asked. There is also no control over validity of answers. 
2. Because 1950 census data were used in the study and a com-
parison was made between all year periods, many of the more refined 
categories used in more recent census's were not used in 1950. Each 
successive year since 1950, the Census Bureau has added questions 
. that lend a more refined measurement of population statistics~ Because 
many of the questions asked at each census year were different, no 
statistical comparisons could be made about other possible significant 
var iables. 
3. Although statistical inference could be made at the individual 
level, statistically all interpretations must be made on the aggregate 
or county level. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
The author recommends the following for further study: 
1. A study that dealt directly with the individua l as the unit 
of analysis. 
2. Prin~ry source of data --a study that utilized· a question-
naire or some other technique where by information would be collected 
fir st-hand. 
3. A study that examines why South Dakota's rural females have 
a propensity to divorce since it i s contrary to previous research. 
62 
SELECTED REFERENCES 
Bumpass, Larry L., and Jan1es Sweet. "Marital Instability." Journal 
of Marriage and the Family. Vol. 8, 1970. 
Bauman, Karl E. "An Analysis of the Glick Effect." Journal of 
M3rriage and the Family. Vol. 29, November, 1967, pp. 672-680. 
63 
Bernard, Jessie. "t.tlarital Stability and Patterns of Status Vari-
ables." Journal of Marr i age and the Family. Vol. 28, November, 
1966, pp. 421-439. · 
Bogue, Donald J. Principles of Demography. New York: John Wiley 
& Sons, Inc., 1969. 
Cahen, Alfred. Statistical Analysis of American Divorce. New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1932. 
Cutright, Phillip. !'Income and Family Eyents: Marital Stability." 
Journal of Marriage and the Family. Vol. 33, May, 1971, pp. 
291-306. 
England, Lynn L., and Phillip Kunz. "The Application of Age-Specific 
Rates to Divorce." Journal of Marriage and the Family. Vol. 37, 
February, 1975, pp. 40-46. 
Farley, Reynolds, and Albert I. Hermalin. "Family Stability: A 
Comparison of Trends Between -Blacks and Whites." American 
Sociological Review. Vol. 36, February, 1971, pp. 1-7. 
Ford, Thomas R., and Gordon F. DeJong. Social Demography. Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Inc., 1970. 
Glick, Paul G., and Arthur J. Norton. "Frequency, Duration, and 
P;robability of Marriage and Divorce." Journal of JVIarriage and 
the Family, May, 1971, pp. 307-316. 
"Perspectives on the Recent Upturn in Divorce and Remar-
riage." Demography. Vol. 10, No. 3, August, 1973, pp. 301-314. 
"Marital Instability: Past, Present, and Future." Journal 
of Social Issues. Vol. 32, November, 1976, pp. 5-20. 
"Marrying, Divorcing, and Living Together in the u. s. 
Today." Washington D.C. Population Reference Bureau Inc., 1977. 
-. ( 
65 
APPENDIX 
Table 1. Number and Percent Change in Population, 1950 and 1.960, 
Rank-Ordered by .County. 
Number Percent 
Population Population Change Change 
County 1950 1960 1950-1960 1950-1960 
Aurora 5,020 4, 749 -271 -.05 
Beadle 21,082 21,682 600 •02 
Bennett 3,3-96 · 3,053 -343 -.10 
.. Bon Horrune 9,440 9,229 -211 -.02 
Brookings 17,851 20,046 2,195 .• 12 
Brown 32,617. 34,106 1,489 .04 
Brule 6,076 6,319 243 .03 
. Buffalo 1,615 1,547 -68 - .• 04 
Butte . 8,161 . 8, 592 431 .05 
Campbell 4,046 3,531 -515 -~13 
Charles Mix 15,.558 .. · 11,785 -3,773 -.24 
Clark 8,369' 7,134 -1,235 -.15 
Clay 10,993 10,810 -183 -.01 
Coding ton 18,944 .. 20,220 1 '276 . .06 
Corson . 6, ~68 5,798 -370 -.06 
Custer 5,517 4,906 -611 -.11 
Davison 16,522 16,681 159 .01 
Day 12,294 10,516 -1 '778 -.14 
Deuel 7,689 6,782 -907 -.12 
Dewey .4, 968 5,257 . 289 .06 
Douglas 5,636 5,113 --523 -.09 
Edmunds 7,275 6,079 -1,196 -.16 
Fall River 10,439 10,688 249 .02 
Faulk · . 4,752 4,397 -355 -.07 
Grant 10,233 9,913 -320 -.03 
Gregory 8, 55_6 7,399 -1,157 -.01 
Haakon 3,167 3,303 136 .04 
Hamlin 7,058 6,303 -755 -.01 
Hand 7,149 6,712 -437 -.06 
Hanson 4,896 4,584 -312 -.06 
Harding 2,289 2,371 82 
-.04 
Hughes · 8,111 12,725 4,614 
.57 
Hutchinson 11,423 11,085 
-338 -.03 
Hyde 2,811 2,602 
-209 -.07 
Jackson 1,768 1,985 
217 .12 
Jerauld 4,476 
4,048 -428 -·10 
Jones 2;281 
2,066 -215 -.09 
Kingsbury 9,962 9,227 
-735 -.07 
Lake 11,792 
11,764 -28 .-.02 
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Table 1. Continued. 
Number P.ercent 
Populatio.n. Population Change Change 
County 1950 1960 1950-1960 1950-1960 
Lawrence 16,648 !'7 ,075 427 .02 
Lincoln 12,767 12,371 -396 -.03 
Lyman 4,572 4,428 . -144 -.03 
McCook 8,828 8,268 -560 . -.06 
McPherson 7,071 ' 5,821 -1,250 -.18 
Marshall 7,835 6,663 -1,172 -.15 
Meade 11,516 12,044 528 .04 
Mellette 3,046 2,664 -382 -.01 
Miner 6,268 5,398 -870 -.14 
Minnehaha 70,910 86,575 15,665 .22 
Moody 9,252 f;3,810 -442 -.05 
Pennington 34,053 58,195 24,142 .71 
Perkins 6,776 5·, 977 -799 -.12 
.potter 4,688 4,926 238 ·.05 
Roberts 14,929 13,190 -1,739 -.12 . 
Sanborn 5,142 4,.641 -501 •.09 
Shannon '5,669 6,000 331 .06 
Spink 12,204 11,706 -498 . -.04 
Stanley 2,055 4,085 2,030 .99 
Sully 2,713 2,607 -106 -.04 
Todd . 4, 758 4,.661 -97 -.02 
Tripp 9;139 8,761 ;...378 -.04 
Turner 12,100 11' 159 . -941 -.07 
Union 10,792 10,197 -595 -.05 
Walworth 7,648 8,097 '449 .06 
Washabough · 1,551 1,042 -509 -.33 
Yankton 16,804 17,551 747 .04 
.. Zieback '2,606 2,495 -111 -.04 
Table 2. Number and Percent Change in Population, 1960 and 1970, 
Rank-Ordered by County. 
Number Percent 
Population Population ·change Change 
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County 1960 1970 1960-1970 1960-1970 
Aurora 4,749 4,183 . -566 . -.12 
Beadle "21,682 20,877 -805 -.04 
Bennett 3,053 -3,088 35 .01 
Bon Homme 9;229 ·8,577 -652 -.07 
Brookings 20,046 : . 22,158 2,112 .11 
Brown 34,106 36,920 2,814 .08 
Brule 6,319 5,870 -449 -.07 
Buffalo 1,547 . 1,739 192 .12 
Butte 8,592 7,825 " . -767 -.09 
Campbell 3 '53.1 2,866 -665 ..:..19 . 
Charles Mix 11,785 9.994 -1,791 -.15 
Clark "7,134 5,515 ~1,619 -.23 
Clay 10,810 12,923 2,113 .20 
Codington 20,220 19,140 -1,080 ~.05 
Corson 5,798 4,994 · -804 -.14 
Custer 4,906 4,698 •208 -.04 
Davison 16,681 17,319 638 .04 
Day 10,516 8,713 . -1,803 -.17 
Deuel 6,782 5,686 -1,096 . --.16 
Dewey 5,257 5,170 -87 -.-02 
Douglas · 5,113 4,569 -544 .... 11 
Edmunds 6,079 5,548 -531 -.08 
Fall River 10,688 7,505 -3,183 ·-.30 
Faulk 4,397 3,893 -504 -.12 
Grant 9,913 9.005 -908 -.09 
Gregory 7,399 6,710 -689 -.09 
. Haakon 3,303 2,802 -501 -~15 
Hamlin 6,303 5,172 -1,131 -.18 
Hand 6,712 . 5,883 -829 -.12 
Hanson · -4,584 3,781 -803 -.18 
Harding 2,371 1,855 -516 -.22 
Hughes ~2,725 11,632 -1,093 -.09 
Hutchinson 1I,085 10,379 -706 -.06 
Hyde 2,602 2,515 -87 -.03 
Jackson 1,985 1,531 -454 -.23 
Jerauld 4,048 3,310 -738 -.18 
Jones 2,066 1,882 -184 -.09 
Kingsbury 9,227 7,657 -1,570 -.17 
Lake 11 '764 11,456 -308 -.02 
Lawrence 17,075 17,453 378 .02 
Lincoln 12,371 11,761 -610 -.05 
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Table 2. Continued. 
Number Percent 
Popul ation Population Change Change 
County 1960 1970 1960-1970 1960-1970 
Lyman 4,428 4,060 -368 -.08 
McCook 8,268 7,246 -1,022 -.12 
McPherso~ 5, 821 . 5,022 -799 -.14 
Marshall 6,663 5,965 -698 -.10 
Meade 12,044 16,618 4,574 .38 
Mellette 2,694 . 2,429 -244 -.09 
· Miner 5,398 4,454 -944 -.17 
Minnehaha 86,575 ·95,209 8,634 .09 
Moody 8,810 7,622 -1,188 -.13 
Pennington 58,195 59,349- 1,154 .02 
Perkins 5,977 4,769 . -1,208 . • 20 . 
Potter 4,926 4,449 -477 -.10 
Roberts 13,190 11,678 -1,512 -~11 
Sanborn 4;641 3,697 -944 -.20 
Shannon 6,000 8,198 2,198 . • 37 
Spink 11,706 10,595 -1,111 -.09 
Stanley 4,085 . 2,457 -1 '6"28 . -.40 
Sully 2,607 2,362 -245 -.09 
Todd 4,661 6,606 1,945 .42 
Tripp 8,761 8,171 -590 -.07 
Turner 11,159 9,872 -1,287 -.01 
Union 10,197 9,643 . -554 -.05 
Walworth 8,097 7,842 -255 -.03 
Washabaugh 1,042 1,389 347 .33 
Yankton 17,551 19,039 1,488 .08 
Ziebach 2,495 2,221 -274 -.11 
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Table 3. Number and Percent Change in Population, 1950 and 1970, 
Rank-Ordered by County. 
Number Percent 
Population Popu~ation :change Change 
County 1960 1970 1950-1970 1950-1970 
Aurora 5,020 4,183 -836 -.17 
Beadle 21,082 20",877 -205 0.01 
Bennett 3,396 3,088 -308 -.09 
Bon Homme 9;440 . 8,577 -863 -.09 
Brookings 17,851 _22, 158 4,307 .24 
Brown 32,617 •36, 920 4,303 .13 
Brule 6,076 . ·5,870 -206 -.03 
Buffalo 1' 615 . ··1, 739 124 .07 
Butte 8,161: 7~825 -336 -.04 
. Campbell 4,046 . 2,866 -1,180 -.30 
Charles Mix 15,558" 9,994 -5,564 -.36 
Clark 8,369 5,515 -2,854 ·-.34 
Clay . 10,993 12,923 1,930 .18 · 
· Codington .18", 944 19,140 196 . • 01 
Corson 6,168 4,994 -1,174 -.20 
Custer 5,517 -4,698 -819 -.15 
. Davison 16,522 17,319 797 .04 
Day 12,294 8;713 -3,581 -.29 
Deuel 7,689 " 5,686 -2,003 -.26 
Dewey .4;968 ·. 5,170 202 .• 04 
pougla s 5,636 4,569 -1,067 -.19 
Edmu.nds 7,275 5,548 -1,727 -.24 
Fall River 10,439 . 7,5q5 -2,934 -.28 
Faulk 4,752 3,893 -859 -.18 
Grant 10,752 _9,005 -1,228 -.12 
Gregory 8,556 6,710 -1,846 -.22 
Haakon 3,167 2,802 -365 -.12 
Hamlin 7,058 5,172 -1,886 -.27 
Hand 7,149 5,883 -1,266 -.18 
Hanson 4,896 3,781 -1,115 -.23 
Harding 2,289 1,855 -434 -.19 
Hughes 8,111 11,632 3,521 .43 
Hutchinson 11,423 10,379 -1,044 -.09 
Hyde · 2,811 2,515 -296 -.11 
· Jackson 1,768 1,531 -237 -.13 
Jerauld 4,476 3,310 -1,166 -.26 
Jones 2,281 1,882 -399 -.17 
Kingsbury 9,962 7,657 -2,305 -.23 
Lake . 11 '792 11,456 -336 -.03 
Lawrence 16,648 17,453 805 .05 
Lincoln 12,767 11,761 -1,006 -.08 
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Table 3. Continued. 
Number Percent 
Population Population Change Change 
County 1950 1970 1950-1970 1950-1970 
Lyman 4,572 4,060 -512 -.11 
McCook 8,828 7,246 -1,582 -.08 
McPherson 7,071 . 5,022 -2,049 -.29 
Marshall 7,835 5,965 -1,870 -.24 
Meade 11·, 516 ' 16,618 5,102 .44 
Melle·tte 3,046 2,420 -626 -.21 
Miner 6,268 4,454 -1,814 -.29 
Minnehaha 70,910 95,209 24,299 .34 
Moody 9,252·. 7,622 -1,630 ~-18 
Pennington 34,053 59,349 25,296 .74 
Perkins fj,776 4,769 -2,007 -.30 
Potter . 4,688 4,449 -239 -.05 
Roberts 14,929 11,678 ... 3,251 -.22 
Sanborn 5,142 3,697 -1~445 . -.28 
Shannon 5,669 8,198 2,529 . • 45 
Spink 12,204 10,595 -1,609 -.13 
Staniey 2,055 2,457 402 .20 
Sully 2,713 2,362 -351 -.13 
Todd 4,758 6,606 1,848 .38 
Tripp 9,139 8,171 -968 -.11 
Turner 12,100 9,-872 -2,228 -.18 
Union 10,792 9,643 -1,149 -.11 
Walworth · 7,648 7,842 194 .03 
Washabough 1,551 1,389 -162 -.10 
.Yankton 16,804 19,039 2,235 .13 
Ziebach 2,606 2,221 -385 -.15 
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Table 4. Sums of Squares and Proportion of Variance Accounted for by 
the Independent Variables as Entered Into the Equation, 
Selection I. 
Cumulative 
Sums of Proportion Proportion 
Squares of of 
Independent Accounted Variation Variation 
Variable$ For Explained Explained 
699.984~8 
710.39761 
731.18468 
0.00597 
0.002"(9 
0.00557 
735.07749 D.00104 
740.89308 0.00156 
0.19580 
0.19684 
Q.l9840 
Regressive 
Coefficient 
for 
Independent 
Variables 
-0 .l777938D-02 
9.884709 
0.4993124 
0.5120031D-03 
y 
Intercept 
-0.1559547 0.3498579 
Table 5. Sums of Squares and Proportion of Variance Accounted for by 
the Independent Variables as Entered Into the Equation, 
Selection II. 
Cumulative Regressive 
Sums of Proportion Proportion Coefficient 
Squares of of for 
Independent Accounted Variation Variation Independent y 
Variables For Explained Explained Variables Intercept 
x2 17453.79508 0.00214 0.69185 -1.145331 
x6 17468.93359 0.00060 0.69245 O.ll41274D-02 
x3 17470.50022 0.00006 0.69251 -0.2497218D-03 
xl 17472.24071 0.00007 0.69258 0.7619796D-Ol -3.531057 
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Table 6. Sums of Squares and Proportion of Variance Accounted for by 
the Independent Variables as Entered Into the Equation, 
Selection III. 
Cumulative Regressive 
Sums of Proportion pr.oportion Coefficient 
Squares of of for 
. Independent Accounted Variation Variation Independent y 
Variables For Explained Explained Variables. Intercept 
x4 25308.57694 0,.00809 0.78689 0.2685047D-02 . 
xl 25464.72973- 0.00486 0.79175 0.7277559 
x2 25543.76252 0.00246 0.79421 0.4665258 
X8 25554.34627 0.00033 0.79453 4.433794 
x3 25564.18247 0.00031 0.79484 0.4806687D-03 -2.205594 
